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Report to Nutfield Parish Council -  

Tandridge DC’s second consultation on its emerging Local Plan   
 
Purpose 
 
As part of the process towards drafting its Local Plan, on 4 November Tandridge DC (TDC) issued a 
second consultation exercise with a closing date for responses of 30 December 2016. Although 
TDC is specifically inviting comments on its Sites Consultation (Regulation 181) document and its 
new supporting background papers, some of the earlier technical evidence reports, originally issued 
to inform its December 2015 consultation  
(“Issues and Approaches”), have been updated or progressed (listed in Appendix 1). 
 
The aim of this report is to identify matters within the Parish Council’s remit on which it might wish to 
comment and specifically to: 
 

 highlight concerns and issues arising from the Sites Consultation (Regulation 18) and its 
supporting background papers, and the updated Green Belt Assessment Part 2;  

 recommend responses to the specific Sites Consultation questions and suggest other issues 
where the Parish Council should consider taking the opportunity to comment; 

 identify inaccuracies in the evidence base that could potentially undermine its robustness and 
rigorous and so undermine the policies in TDC’s emerging Local Plan.  

 
Key Point – All of the documents currently in the public domain for consultation make up the 

evidence base which will ultimately inform and support the policies in the draft Local Plan 
(scheduled to be issued for consultation in late 2017).   As such, none of these set new planning 
policies, change TDC’s existing planning policies, determine where new development should take 
place or make any presumptions the granting of planning permission.   
 

1 Introduction 
 
1.1  This report to the Parish Council considers three specific issues: 
 

 Sites within the Parish identified and assessed for their development potential in the Site 
Consultation document; 

 The outcomes for Nutfield and South Nutfield of the second stage of TDC’s latest iteration of its 
Green Belt Assessment; 

 An initial assessment of the likely impact of the “exceptional circumstances” test upon future 
development within both Nutfield and South Nutfield. 

 
1.2  Having considered the implications of each of the above for the Parish, a proposed outline 
consultation response is recommended for the Parish Council’s consideration.   
 
 

2 Sites Consultation (Regulation 18)  
 
Key Point - All of the Parish’s potential sites considered in this document are within the Green Belt.  

Current planning policies preclude them from being considered for inclusion in the emerging Local 
Plan as sites with development potential unless “exceptional circumstances”2 can be proven to 
exist.   
 

                                                
1 Its December 2015 consultation paper, Issues and Approaches, was also a Regulation 18 document.  
2 This is discussed in Section 4 of this report. 
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Background 

 
2.1  Under the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) TDC is required to assess the 
availability of sites that could potentially contribute toward the future supply of employment and 
housing (including travellers’ sites) land.  This information is held within TDC’s Housing and 
Economic Land Availability Assessment (HELAA) which is a technical and theoretical assessment of 
sites.    
 
2.2  Of the over 300 sites submitted for consideration through the HELAA only 126 have been 
included in the Sites Consultation with the reminder assessed as unsuitable or unavailable3 
(Appendix 2 lists those excluded in the Parish).   
 
Purpose 

 
2.3  The Sites Consultation details those sites which are being considered for inclusion in the 
emerging Local Plan, and sets out the evidence used to reach its conclusions on each.   
 
2.4  Set out in two parts, Part 1 lists the individual sites with potential for new housing or for 
employment use for inclusion in the emerging Local Plan.  Only Part 1 is of relevance to the Parish 
Council, as Part 2 examines the potential sites for new and extended settlements, none of which are 
within the Parish.   
 
Approach 
 

2.5  Each site has been evaluated for its suitability for development by reference to a range of 
technical documents4, and allocated to one of three categories:  
Category 1 - “Could be realistically developed”, i.e. not within the Green Belt; 
Category 2 - “Need more investigation before a decision can be made either way”, i.e. sites within the 
Green Belt but identified as “Areas for Further Investigation” under TDC’s Green Belt Assessment 
process (discussed in Section 3 below); 
Category 3 - “Cannot be recommended for development”, i.e. sites in the Green Belt that are outside 
the Green Belt Assessment “Areas for Further Investigation”, so their existing status will remain 
unchanged. 
 

2.6  Within each of these categories a second stage process has attributed different colours to each 
site based upon how they have performed against only two (ecology and landscape) of the 16 criteria 
that were assessed: 
 

 Red - ruled out of further consideration, i.e. there is no potential for development 

 Green – site already has a good prospect of being considered for development under current 
adopted policy.   

 Amber – further information is needed before a decision can be made to include, or reject a site 
from consideration in the Local Plan.   

 
Findings 

 
2.7  Six sites were assessed within the Parish as having development potential, two existing 
employment sites and four potential housing sites.   
 
2.8  All were assessed as Category 3, as their current Green Belt status excludes any development 
or intensification of use.   

                                                
3 TDC has a formal methodology (HELAA Methodology 2015) to assess a site’s suitability for development. 
4 These are the technical documents published in 2016 and listed in Appendix 1. 
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However, somewhat surprisingly those without a “red” rating have been given an “amber” rating on 
the basis that none of them have been assessed to see if there are “exceptional circumstances” 
which would allow them to be developed.  The extract below sets out TDC’s reasoning:   

“7.1 Category 3 sites, as set out in this chapter, are those in the Green Belt, but not in an Area 
for Further Investigation as set out in the Green Belt Assessment Part 2.This means that there is 
evidence to support the fact that the land in these areas have a functioning role as Green Belt, 
and that the land in which these sites are located demonstrate at least one of the purposes as 
set out in the NPPF.  
7.2 Category 3 sites are in the Green Belt and current planning policies would not support their 
development and the Green Belt status remains unchanged. Whilst “exceptional circumstances” 
tests and further consideration will be needed on sites where other evidence suggests 
development potential if Green Belt were not a constraint, the test will be a more difficult one”. 

Employment sites 
2.9 Two employment sites within the Parish were evaluated through TDC’s Economic Needs 
Assessment5 with both given an “Amber” rating.   
 
2.10 Priory Farm (pages 357 – 359) – it is recommended that this site should be safeguarded for 
continued employment use with its existing B1 use class protected.  
 
Although there is some potential for expansion, there are a number of constraints as it is located 
within the candidate area for the expansion of an existing ANOB6 (Surrey Hills), and is currently 
designated both as an Area of Great Landscape Value and also within the Gatwick Safeguarding 
Zone7. 
 
2.11 Redhill Aerodrome8 (pages 360 - 362) – it is recommended that it should be designated as a 

Strategic Employment Site and safeguarded for continued B1 employment use.   
 
While an opportunity to redevelop the existing vacant and derelict land (circa 1ha) was identified, 
any such expansion would be subject to mitigation measures in respect of traffic issues and 
safeguarding the residential amenity of nearby homes.  
 
Housing sites 
2.12 Four potential housing sites, all on land outside the boundary of the currently “defined village”9 
of South Nutfield were evaluated.  One was given a “red” and the remaining three amber”.    
 
2.13 NUT 008 (pages 230 - 231) Land to the rear of properties on Kings Cross Lane.  This was 

assessed as unsuitable for housing (red) as it “….is ecologically unsuitable for development with 
point of access issues” and as such “would not be subject to the exceptional circumstances test”.   
 
2.14 NUT 010 (pages 232 - 234) Land east of Mid Street10 - “limited housing may be accommodated 

….subject to adverse impact on the setting to the surrounding landscape and settlement being 
avoided….Should exceptional circumstances be determined …. development would need to 
mitigate noise impacts and vibration from the nearby railway line and provide a buffer to adjacent 
Ancient Woodland”.  

                                                
5 An evidence paper to inform the approach to the provision, protection, release or enhancement of employment land and 
premises. 
6 Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty 
7 Development within this zone must not have an adverse impact on the airport’s operations. 
8 Since this document was prepared RAV have submitted the entire site for housing and expanded employment use – see 
paragraph 2.21 of this report. 
9 “Defined village” – basically the boundaries of a “washed over” settlement within which infilling is acceptable as set out in 
TDC’s existing Detailed Policies DPD 2014. 
10 This site adjoins NUT 014. 
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2.15 NUT 012 (pages 235 – 237) Land Adjacent to Kingsmill Cottage East, Kings Cross Lane -  

“…the site has a high capacity to accommodate development ....and is ecologically suitable 
….Should exceptional circumstances be determined ….development would need to mitigate noise 
impacts and vibration from the nearby railway line.” 

2.16 NUT 014 Land to the east of 131 Mid Street (pages 238 – 240)11 – “…the site has a high 

capacity to accommodate development….and is ecologically suitable….Should exceptional 
circumstances be determined….development would need to take account of view of the site from 
the north”. 
 
Proposed consultation response 
 
2.17 TDC is specifically seeking views on three questions, of which only Question 1 - “Do you agree 
with the Council’s consideration of a site and if not why not?” -  is presently relevant to the Parish.  It 
is recommended that the Parish’s response to this question should make the following points: 

 express concern that full details of sites within the Green Belt and excluded from further 
investigation (Category 3) have been made public.  Not only does this give a “hope” value to the 
land owner, but also alerts developers to the possibility of development. 

 concur with TDC’s assessment of the potential employment and housing sites while highlighting 
any issues that may have been overlooked when evaluating their development potential; 

 point out any inaccuracies in the technical assessments informing TDC’s assessment. 
 

2.18 The other two questions relate to locations for a new and extended settlement.   
As Councillors are aware, RAV has recently submitted the Aerodrome to TDC as a possible site for 
what would effectively be a new settlement.  This submission will be considered when its HELLA is 
next reviewed in 2017, presumably in conjunction with Reigate and Banstead DC whose boundary 
encompasses the greater part of the Aerodrome. 

 
It is recommended that the Parish Council take the opportunity to make a statement regarding this 
submission.  One important point to make that TDC has already carried out a SWOT (Strengths, 
Weaknesses, Opportunities and Threats) analysis of the Aerodrome’s suitability for a new 
settlement in its Spatial Approaches Topic Paper: Sites Consultation.  
 
2.19 In addition the Parish Council should consider expressing its concern about TDC’s decision not 
to discount Category 3 sites from possibly contributing towards meeting its supply delivery target.   
 
As TDC pointed out its consultation submission to the Issues and Approaches Consultation: 
 

“The Parish Council would like TDC to include Approach 2B within its delivery strategy. This would 
fit with the government’s wish to increase the density of development around commuter hubs as 
set out in its consultation on amending national planning policy (as set out in the NPPF).  
Building at a density of 70 dwellings per hectare in Caterham Valley and Oxted is currently within 
the range of TDC’s existing Core Strategy Policy 19 which it is intending to retain.  Also 
increasing the residential populations in both towns would bring the increased “foot fall” required 
to address Issues 2, 3 and 4 identified in the Town Centres / Retail and Leisure section.  
4.2 Combining Approaches 1, 2B and 3 would deliver an estimated 10,366 additional homes 
(easily exceeding the identified requirement), minimise the need to build on Green Belt land 
(other than to meet local needs), would not exacerbate an issue cited in Section 7 (the number of 
households in rural areas reliant on cars) and would reduce the pressure on what is often barely 
adequate infrastructure in rural settlements”. 

 
 

                                                
11 This site adjoins NUT 010  
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3  Green Belt Assessment Part 2 plus Appendices 1 and 2 
 
Key point - Both Nutfield and South Nutfield have been identified for further investigation to see if it 

is more appropriate for them to be “inset”12 within the Green Belt rather than “washed over”13 as at 
present.       
   
Background 

 
3.1  Within the NPPF there are two potentially conflicting paragraphs about how settlements located 
within the Green Belt should be treated in planning policy terms.   
 
3.2  Paragraph 83 states that only in “exceptional circumstances” should Green Belt boundaries be 
reviewed, and there is a plethora of case law about what might constitute such circumstances (see 
Section 4). 
 
3.3  On the other hand Paragraph 86 states that  
 

“If it is necessary to prevent development in a village primarily because of the important 
contribution which the open character of the village makes to the openness of the Green Belt, the 
village should be included in the Green Belt. If, however, the character of the village needs to be 
protected for other reasons, other means should be used, such as conservation area or normal 
development management policies, and the village should be excluded from the Green Belt”. 

 
3.4  The Green Belt Assessment Part 2 and its appendices is the second stage of TDC’s assessment 
of its Green Belt which commenced in December 2015 (Part 1) with a third and final stage scheduled 
for 2017.  
 
Purpose 
 
3.5  The purpose of TDC’s entire Green Belt Assessment exercise is to build a robust and rigorous 
evidence base to underpin its Local Plan Green Belt policies, and to justify these policies once 
adopted by demonstrating that it has:   
 

 investigated and understands the contribution of land designated as Green Belt within the district; 

 recognised the strategic role that the Green Belt plays within the district; 
 

 assessed how effectively its Green Belt land serves the five purposes set out in the NPPF 
(paragraph 80), namely to:   
o check the unrestricted sprawl of large built up areas;  
o prevent neighbouring towns merging into one another;  
o assist in safeguarding the countryside from encroachment; 
o preserve the setting and special character of historic towns;  
o assist in urban regeneration, by encouraging the recycling of derelict and other urban land. 

 
Approach 
 
3.6  TDC has adopted a two-fold approach to the analysis of its Green Belt:  
 

                                                
12 “Inset” – a settlement that is excluded from Green Belt policies, even although its land outside of its boundaries is subject 
to these policies. 
13 Washed over” – a settlement located within the Green Belt to which Green Belt policies apply. It is a term previously 
adopted by the now superseded Planning Policy Guidance Note 2. 
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 by reference to “land parcels” - its entire district has been divided such parcels with Nutfield and 
that part of South Nutfield north of the railway line in parcel GBA 028 and the reminder of South 
Nutfield comprising the largest component of parcel GBA 02914.   

 by reviewing its “washed over” settlements - a category into which both Nutfield and South 
Nutfield fall.  

 
Findings  

 
November 2015 Green Belt Assessment 
 
3.7  Land parcels GBA 028 and GBA 029 – these were both assessed as making “a generally 

strong contribution to the purposes of the Green Belt” by 
 

 playing an effective role in checking sprawl; 

 assisting to safeguard against encroachment into the countryside; 

 maintaining separation between Nutfield and South Nutfield. 
 

As a result no further investigation of either land parcel was required, as both clearly contributed to 
the Green Belt purposes. However, the extent of development in both Nutfield and South Nutfield 
was highlighted.  
 
3.8  Settlement analysis – Due to the extent of development within Nutfield and South Nutfield both 

were identified as requiring further investigation in the Part 2 Assessment. 
 
In its response to the consultation document “Issues and Approaches” the Parish Council expressed 
its concern that the current “washed over” status of both Nutfield and South Nutfield was to be 
investigated further. 

 
Green Belt Assessment Part 2 
 
3.9  The Part 2 Assessment focused on the contribution that each “washed over” settlement makes 
to the Green Belt in terms of  

 its “open” character and form;  

 its contribution to the “openness” of the Green Belt; 

 its historic characteristics, if any. 
 
 
3.10 “Openness”15 is one of the essential characteristics of a settlement within the Green Belt, and 
in summary the conclusions were: 
 

 Nutfield: “…it is recommended that further consideration be given as part of the Green Belt 
Assessment to the more built-up core of the village in terms of whether or not it should be inset”.  

 South Nutfield: “Within its boundaries, the Defined Village is not considered to be open in 
character and therefore makes little contribution to the openness of the surrounding Green Belt. 
It is therefore recommended that this Area for Further Investigation be considered further as part 
of the Green Belt Assessment in terms of whether or not it should be inset”. 
 

The full text of these conclusions is reproduced in Appendix 3 to this report and the entire 
assessments are in Appendix 2 of the Green Belt Assessment (pages 100 – 105). 
 
 

                                                
14 Appendix D Parcel Assessments of Green Belt Assessment November 2015, pages 429 -442 
15 “Permanence” is the other as set out in Paragraph 79 of the NPFF “… the essential characteristics of Green Belts are 
their openness and their permanence”. 



 

Report to Parish Council – 7 December 2016 Page 7 of 14 

Green Belt Assessment Part 3 
 
3.11 In Section 13 of its “Spatial Approaches Topic Paper: Site Consultation” TDC outlines its 
understanding of the approach to be taken in respect of settlements within the Green Belt and the 
criteria for insetting a settlement (pages 34 – 36). 
 
3.12 The Part 3 Assessment will specifically consider: 
 

 whether both settlements require protection under planning policies for reasons other than their 
contribution to openness  

 whether or not they should be “inset” and so excluded from the Green Belt designation in the 
Local Plan.    

 
Proposed consultation response 

 
There are a number of issues arising from this Part 2 Assessment on which the Parish Council 
might wish to comment.  These are: 

 

 Robustness of the assessment test - TDC adopted a three-stage test based upon the 
requirements within NPPF Paragraph 86: 
 
o Stage 1 – Does the settlement have an open character? 
o Stage 2 – If yes, does the open character make an important contribution to the openness of 

the Green Belt? 
o Stage 3 – If yes, is it necessary to prevent development for that reason? 

 
While this is a legitimate approach, there appear to be flaws in the test which potentially 
undermine TDC’s conclusions: 
 
o “Open” and “openness” is not defined in the NPPF, and consequently, it has been defined 

through the judicial system on a case by case basis.  TDC does not appear to have defined 
the definition that it has used, but it clearly does not take into account recent court 
judgements. 

o TDC has predetermined that a settlement without an “open character” does not make an 
important contribution to the openness of the Green Belt.  This presumption should be 
challenged.   

o Paragraph 86 refers to a “village” which is not defined.  In the case of Nutfield it could be 
argued that it is not a “village”. 

 

 Incomplete analysis of all relevant information - a standard pro-forma was used for all of the 
settlements assessed regardless of their size.  As such it appears not to have been sufficiently 
nuanced to capture the individual characteristics of smaller settlements.     
Apart from the danger of the Part 2 assessment becoming a “tick box” exercise, of which there is 
some evidence, it seems to have been undertaken purely based upon the information collected 
on this pro-forma.  As a result no account has been taken of the background to recent existing 
planning policy decisions in respect of Nutfield or the possible implications of the extension of the 
Surrey Hills ANOB for South Nutfield.  
 

 Statements have been made to justify the decisions reached in respect of both settlements that 
are either not backed up by evidence or where the evidence used is factually incorrect. 
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4 “Exceptional circumstances” (Spatial Approaches Topic Paper: Site Consultation)  
 
Key point – A common theme in the Sites Consultation (Regulation 18) and the Green Belt 

Assessment is the issue of whether “exceptional circumstances” apply in relation to altering the 
Green Belt boundary generally or in relation to individual sites.  As TDC is proposing to undertake 
an “exceptional circumstances” analysis of all the Category 2 and Category 3 sites, it is important 
that any such analysis is appropriate and robust.   

 
Background 

 
4.1  “Exceptional circumstances” is not defined within the NPPF.  This was a deliberate policy decision 
as it was felt that decision-makers could be entrusted to make sound planning judgments on whether 
exceptionality exists in the circumstances of the individual case. 
 
4.2  In the absence of any definition it has been left to the judicial system to determine its meaning 
through case law.  One of the disadvantages of case law judgements is that these are specific to a 
particular situation and are also subject to amendment. 
 
4.3  This term is used in two clauses of Section 9 of the NPPF (Protecting Green Belt Land): 
 

 Paragraph 82 in relation to establishing new Green Belt land which is not relevant to TDC’s Local 
Plan; 

 Paragraph 83 deals with altering Green Belt boundaries: “ Once established, Green Belt 
boundaries should only be altered in exceptional circumstances, through the preparation or 
review of the Local Plan.”    

 
4.4  References to “exceptional circumstances” appear in both the Sites Consultation (Regulation 
18) and Green Belt Assessment Part 2.  Yet TDC has not carried out any assessment of its potential 
implications for either the sites being considered for inclusion in the emerging Local Plan or for the 
areas being further investigated in Part 3 of the Green Belt Assessment. 
 
4.5  While none of the five potentially developable Green Belt sites within the Parish are to be 
included in the Plan, all have the proviso that they could be subject to an “exceptional 
circumstances” determination. 
 
4.6  Through its Green Belt Assessment process TDC is investigating its Green Belt boundaries and 
can only alter these in exceptional circumstances.    
 
Purpose 

 
4.7  The prime purpose of this Topic Paper is to underpin the Sites Consultation (Regulation 18) 
document by providing background information on how the sites were categorised and the level of 
analysis.  It also outlines how the spatial analysis of the district will be taken forward.   
 
4.8  What is of particular importance to the Parish is Section 12 which outlines TDC’s current 
understanding of “exceptional circumstances”.  
 
Approach  
 

4.9  TDC current understanding of “exceptional circumstances” is based upon Planning Practice 
Guidance, case law, and a House of Commons 2016 briefing (this has no legal status).   
 
4.10 By their very definition “exceptional circumstances” are individual to each site, and as court 
judgements demonstrate often a finding in one case is not directly transferable to another. 
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4.11 Based on its current understanding TDC has reached a number of conclusions regarding the 
application of “exceptional circumstances”. 
 
Altering Green Belt boundaries 
 
4.12 The following conclusions have been reached (Paragraph 12.4): 
 

“a) To move a Green Belt boundary it is necessary to identify exceptional circumstances.  
It is not sufficient simply to say that moving the boundaries is desirable in the planning  
balance.   
c) The simple act of carrying out a local plan assessment/review of the Green Belt will  
not be sufficient to amount to exceptional circumstances. That would not accord with the  
point in the NPPF that Green Belt boundaries are meant to be permanent and endure  
beyond any individual plan period. 
e) Unmet objectively assessed need can contribute to a finding of exceptional  
circumstances but is unlikely on its own to justify a conclusion that exceptional  
circumstances have been identified.   
f) Unmet objectively assessed need cannot require an authority to move the 
boundaries of the green belt (which would chime with the approach of paragraph 14 of  
the NPPF which requires objectively assessed needs to be met unless specific policies in the fra
mework, including green belt policies, indicate development should be restricted). However if an 
authority has unmet objectively assessed need it is necessary to show  
through their  sustainability appraisal and other assessments why it would not be  
appropriate to move the green belt boundaries in a particular case”.   

 
 

Assessment of Sites 
 
4.13 TDC has not yet made any attempt to determine whether exceptional circumstances exist for 
any of Category 3 sites, and it will not do so until the Local Plan has been developed further. 
 
4.14 In assessing Green Belt sites TDC have reached the following conclusions (Paragraph 12.4): 
 

“b) It is not necessary, at least when seeking to take sites out of the Green Belt, to show  
that the assumptions on which the Green Belt had been made at that location have since been fa
lsified.   
d) The fact that a particular site in the Green Belt is suitable for housing (or other 
development) is unlikely on its own to amount to an exceptional circumstance, but could 
contribute to a finding of exceptional circumstances as part of a package of measures.” 

 
4.15 TDC also refer to a single case (Calverton Parish Council v Nottingham City Council, 1995) in 
which a number of factors were identified that the City Council should consider in deciding whether 
unmet housing need amounted to exceptional circumstances. 
 

“i.  The acuteness/intensity of the objectively assessed need (matters of degree 
may be important);  
ii.  The inherent constraints on supply/availability of land prima facie suitable for   
sustainable development;  
iii.  (On the facts of this case) the consequent difficulties in achieving sustainable  
development without impinging on the Green Belt;  
iv.  The nature and extent of the harm to this Green Belt (or those parts of it  which would be lost  
if the boundaries were altered); and   
v.  the extent to which the consequent impacts on the purposes of the Green Belt  may be amelio
rated or reduced to the lowest reasonably practicable extent.”  
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4.16 TDC is intending to determine whether “exceptional circumstances” exist in respect of both 
Category 2 and 3 sites “at a later date”, as paragraph 12.7 goes onto say:   
 

“The evidence base difference is that Category 2 sites do not meet the Green Belt  
purposes whereas Category 3 sites do. Both still require exceptional circumstances (see point b 
above) to be demonstrated.  However, sites in Category 3 would need, as part of 
that assessment to give clear consideration to point (iv) and (v) above. Clearly a site that meets t
he purposes of the Green Belt will require additional justification in the planning  
balance based on these criteria. Part of that planning balance, for example, would relate  
to point (iii) where sites on the edges of settlements being considered for insetting may  
have a role to play in achieving sustainable patterns of development and influence the  
Green Belt boundary in respect of any insetting.”  

 
4.17 The last sentence is of particular interest in light of both Nutfield and South Nutfield being 
considered for insetting in Part 3 of the Green Belt Assessment.  
 
Proposed consultation response 
 
The definition of “exceptional circumstances” is very much a technical issue which is outside of the 
Parish Council’s remit.  However, there are two issues that the Parish Council might want to raise: 
 

 Given that case law on the definition of “exceptional circumstances” is pertinent only to the 
circumstances of an individual case and is subject to change, the Parish Council has major 
concerns about how TDC is planning to assess each site as described in paragraph 12.7.  As the 
phrase indicates “exceptional circumstances” is very much a site by site assessment, and in 
Parish Council’s view applying a standard test for “exceptional circumstances” is inappropriate.  
By their very nature, “exceptional circumstances” are specific to a particular site. 
 

 The apparent over reliance on a single case (Calverton Parish Council v Nottingham City 
Council, 2015), when there is a plethora of case law.  In addition this case was a challenge to the 
aligned core strategies of three councils in Greater Nottingham that had already been found to be 
sound by a Planning Inspector.  

 

5 Concerns around the consultation process 
 
5.1  When it submits its consultation response the Parish Council should consider raising a number 
of concerns around the process itself.  These are: 
 

 Timing – once again the eight week consultation period, as for Tandridge DC’s 2015 Local Plan 
consultation, includes the run up to and the Christmas holiday period. 
 
The Parish Council has had to slot additional meetings into its agreed schedule to review this 
consultation, and it is very concerned that individual Parishioners and its local volunteer 
community organisations will find it difficult to submit comprehensive responses during what is a 
very busy time for most people. 
 

 Flawed consultation process – the Parish Council believes that the legitimacy of this consultation 
process has been undermined by the difficulty in navigating through and across the plethora of 
evidence documents.  For example,  
 
o Tandridge DC has failed to provide executive summaries to all the documents even the Sites 

Consultation (Regulation 18).  Doing so would have helped Parishioners to more quickly 
understand their contents and relevance.   
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o Although this consultation focuses on the Sites Consultation (Regulation 18) document, the 
Parish Council believes that Tandridge DC should have specifically highlighted the potential 
impact upon the currently “washed over” settlements of the Green Belt Part 2 assessment 
findings.  From the Parish Council’s viewpoint these findings are likely to be of equal, if not, of 
greater concern to our Parishioners.  

 
o A plethora of evidence documents have been published in 2016, yet there is no simple 

guidance or map showing the inter-relationship between them, or the hierarchy among them.   
 

 Inaccessibility of the consultation documents – although the Parish Council accepts that by its 
very nature the Local Plan evidence base comprises a series of technical documents, it believes 
that Tandridge DC should have paid more attention to improving “readability”.  None of them are 
particularly well written making it particularly difficult for Parishioners to read and comprehend 
their key points and findings.   

 
6 Next Steps 
 
6.1  Although there will be a further chance to comment when the draft Local Plan is issued for 
consultation in late 2017, it is recommended that the Parish Council submits a response to the three 
documents discussed in this report, namely the Sites Consultation (Regulation 18), Green Belt 
Assessment Part 2 and the Spatial Approaches Topic Paper: Sites Consultation.   
 
Doing so should ensure that its comments are taken into consideration in the third stage of the 
Green Belt Assessment, and the anticipated further work on the sites to be included in the Local 
Plan before the draft is issued for consultation in late 2017. 
 
6.2  In addition the Parish Council should take the opportunity to highlight instances where its 
comments on the December 2015 “Issues and Approaches” consultation have not been taken on 
board, and to comment on the difficulty in navigating through the large number of supporting 
documents.   
 
6.3  Subject to the Parish Council’s comments and amendments on the contents of this report, and 
in particular, the suggested issues to be raised in its consultation response, it is recommended that 
this report should be placed in the public domain.   
 
This will alert Parishioners and local groups to what the Parish Council sees as the key issues and 
will assist them to respond to this consultation. 
 
6.4  That a draft consultation response for the Parish Council’s consideration and approval be 
submitted Friday 16 December. 
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Appendix 1 – Technical Assessment Documents published in 2016 

 
Statutory documents 
 
 Duty to Cooperate statement update  
 Equalities Impact Assessment (Oct 2016) 
 Habitat Regulation Assessment October 2016 Update 
 Sustainability Appraisal October 2016  

 
Ecology 

 Site Based Ecology Assessments SBEA (Volume 1) 2016 

 Site Based Ecology Assessments SBEA (Volume 2) 2016 
o SBEA Volume 2 - Employment Needs Analysis (ENA) 
o SBEA Volume 2 - Felbridge, Godstone, Lingfield and Nutfield  

 
Environment - Landscape 

 Landscape and Visual Assessment- Concept Areas 2016 
 Landscape Capacity and Sensitivity Study Oct 2016 (LCSS) Intro  

o LCSS South Nutfield 
 Strategic Flood Risk Assessment October 2016 
 
Infrastructure 
 

 Gatwick Diamond Infrastructure Assessment (January 2016) 
 Surrey Infrastructure Study (January 2016) 
 
Sites assessments - housing and employment 

 

 Housing and Economic Land Availability Assessment (HELAA) Oct 2016 
o HELAA Appendix 1 - Acronyms 
o HELAA Appendix 2 - Viability Report 
o HELAA Appendix 3 - Deliverable and Developable Housing Sites  
o HELAA Appendix 4 - Unsuitable and Unavailable Sites 
o HELAA Appendix 5 - Landowner Survey 
o HELAA Appendix 6 - Employment Sites 
o HELAA Appendix 7 - Traveller Sites 
o HELAA Appendix 8 - Additional sites for HELAA 2017 
o HELAA Appendix 9 - Addendum to HELAA 2016  

 

 Spatial Approaches Local Plan: Sites Consultation Topic Paper 
  

http://www.tandridge.gov.uk/Tandridge%20District%20Council/Local%20Plan/TandridgeLocalPlanDtoCScopingStatementUpdate20164N.pdf
http://www.tandridge.gov.uk/Tandridge%20District%20Council/Local%20Plan/EqualitiesImpactAssessmentOct2016.pdf
http://www.tandridge.gov.uk/Tandridge%20District%20Council/Local%20Plan/HabitatRegulationAssessmentOctober2016Update.pdf
http://www.tandridge.gov.uk/Tandridge%20District%20Council/Local%20Plan/SustainabilityAppraisalOctober2016.pdf
http://www.tandridge.gov.uk/Tandridge%20District%20Council/Local%20Plan/SiteBasedEcologyAssessmentsSBEAVolume12016.pdf
http://www.tandridge.gov.uk/Tandridge%20District%20Council/Local%20Plan/SiteBasedEcologyAssessmentsSBEAVolume22016.pdf
http://www.tandridge.gov.uk/Tandridge%20District%20Council/Local%20Plan/SBEAVolume2EmploymentNeedsAnalysisENA.pdf
http://www.tandridge.gov.uk/Tandridge%20District%20Council/Local%20Plan/SBEAVolume2FelbridgeGodstoneLingfieldandNutfield.pdf
http://www.tandridge.gov.uk/Tandridge%20District%20Council/Local%20Plan/LandscapeandVisualAssessmentConceptAreas2016.pdf
http://www.tandridge.gov.uk/Tandridge%20District%20Council/Local%20Plan/LandscapeCapacityandSensitivityStudyOct2016LCSSInt.pdf
http://www.tandridge.gov.uk/Tandridge%20District%20Council/Local%20Plan/LCSSSouthNutfield.pdf
http://www.tandridge.gov.uk/Tandridge%20District%20Council/Local%20Plan/StrategicFloodRiskAssessmentOctober2016.pdf
http://www.tandridge.gov.uk/link.htm?pk_link=7083
http://www.tandridge.gov.uk/link.htm?pk_link=7082
http://www.tandridge.gov.uk/Tandridge%20District%20Council/Local%20Plan/HousingandEconomicLandAvailabilityAssessmentHELAAO.pdf
http://www.tandridge.gov.uk/Tandridge%20District%20Council/Local%20Plan/HELAAAppendix1Acronyms.pdf
http://www.tandridge.gov.uk/Tandridge%20District%20Council/Local%20Plan/HELAAAppendix2ViabilityReport.pdf
http://www.tandridge.gov.uk/Tandridge%20District%20Council/Local%20Plan/HELAAAppendix3DeliverableandDevelopableHousingSite.pdf
http://www.tandridge.gov.uk/Tandridge%20District%20Council/Local%20Plan/HELAAAppendix4UnsuitableandUnavailableSites.pdf
http://www.tandridge.gov.uk/Tandridge%20District%20Council/Local%20Plan/HELAAAppendix5LandownerSurvey.pdf
http://www.tandridge.gov.uk/Tandridge%20District%20Council/Local%20Plan/HELAAAppendix6EmploymentSites.pdf
http://www.tandridge.gov.uk/Tandridge%20District%20Council/Local%20Plan/HELAAAppendix7TravellerSites.pdf
http://www.tandridge.gov.uk/Tandridge%20District%20Council/Local%20Plan/HELAAAppendix8SitesforHELAA2017Final2.pdf
http://www.tandridge.gov.uk/Tandridge%20District%20Council/Local%20Plan/HELAAAppendix9AddendumtoHELAA2016.pdf
http://www.tandridge.gov.uk/Tandridge%20District%20Council/Local%20Plan/SpatialApproachesSitesConsultationTopicPaper.pdf
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Appendix 2 – Unavailable and Unsuitable Sites Identified in the 2016 HELLA 

NUT 001 Land at Mercers Farm, Nutfield – Unavailable (Map – Page 80). 

The site is no longer available for consideration through the HELAA  
 
NUT 004 Land at South Nutfield accessed from Kings Cross Lane - Unavailable (Map – Page 
81). 
 
The site is no longer available for consideration through the HELAA.  
 
NUT 005 Redhill College, Philanthropic Road, Redhill - Unsuitable (Map – Page 82). 

 
The site is unconnected to the boundaries of a sustainable settlement and is therefore not 
considered suitable  
.  
NUT 009 Land at Robert Denholm House - Unsuitable (Map – Page 82). 
 
The site is unconnected to the boundaries of a sustainable settlement and is therefore not 
considered suitable. In addition, the site is in an AONB Candidate Area.  
 
NUT 011 Land west of Kings Cross Lane, South Nutfield - Unavailable (Map – Page 82) 

 
The site is no longer available for consideration through the HELAA.  
  
NUT 013 The Nest - Unsuitable (Map – Page 83). 

 
The site is unconnected to the boundaries of a sustainable settlement and is therefore not 
considered suitable.  
 
NUT 015 Land at Bletchingley Road - Unsuitable (Map – Page 84). 

 
The site is unconnected to the boundaries of a sustainable settlement and is therefore not  
considered suitable.  
 
NUT 016 Land off Church Hill - Unsuitable (Map – Page 84). 

 
The site is unconnected to the boundaries of a sustainable settlement and is therefore not 
considered suitable.    
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Appendix 3 - Conclusions of Green Belt Assessment Part 2 
 
AFI 029 Nutfield  

 
The high-level settlement analysis contained in the Green Belt Assessment (Part 1) (December 
2015) identifies a concentration of development in this settlement.  
 
The detailed analysis concurs with this conclusion. The Area is a relatively small village in the Green 
Belt, although it is not designated as a Defined Village. Its layout involves development on either 
side of the A25, some of which extends in depth to either side of the A25. Whilst small in extent, the 
layout and density of built form along the A25 results in a sense of containment and as such the 
core of the village is not considered to be open in character. Land within the core (between 
development on the west side of Parkwood Road to the cluster of development to the east of 
Church Hill and Cooper’s Hill Lane) is mostly built-up and not considered to contribute to the 
openness of the Green Belt. Development becomes less dense, more interspersed and sporadic 
beyond this and increasingly makes a contribution to the openness of the surrounding Green Belt. 
Accordingly it is recommended that further consideration be given as part of the Green Belt 
Assessment to the more built-up core of the village in terms of whether or not it should be inset.  
 
AFI 030 South Nutfield  

 
The high-level settlement analysis contained in the Green Belt Assessment (Part 1) (December 
2015) concludes that there is a concentration of development in South Nutfield, which does not 
have an open character.  
 
The detailed analysis confirms significant levels of development in this Defined Village in the Green 
Belt. Whilst it is semi-rural in appearance, the village is comprised of much built form and dense 
housing. Within its boundaries, the Defined Village is not considered to be open in character and 
therefore makes little contribution to the openness of the surrounding Green Belt. It is therefore 
recommended that this Area for Further Investigation be considered further as part of the Green Belt 
Assessment in terms of whether or not it should be inset. 
 
 
 
 
 
 


